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produce either an incomplete cognition of the nacre or no
cognition, but they cannot produce the cognition of an'
entirety different. But why should it be called memory
when it is not recognised as such ? Salikanadha says that
the 'silver' is neither perceived nor inferred, because neither
there is a contact of the eye with silver nor is there a mark
of the presence of silver. Thus, by the method of elimina-
tion it is concluded that the silver is remembered. Due to
non-discrimination the illusory cognition of silver appears
as similar to the cognition of a real silver, and this prompts
some practical activity which is similar to that prompted by
the real silver. Consequently one goes down to pick up the
'silver' and is disappointed to nearly a piece of nacre. Then
it is realised that 'this' is not silver. The part of the illusory
experience that is sublated thus by the subsequent volitional
experience is the element of memory, the silver, while the
presented element 'this' is not sublated. In a dream the
memory images of past experience are revived by some
unseen agency and they appear like apprehension because
the fact that they are recollected is forgotten. In the illu-
sion of a yellow conch, they are really two cognitions, one
apprehending the yellowness of the bile residing in the eye
without apprehending the substance, viz/ the silver, as th&
viparitakhyativadin supposed.                 ;        ' -'

Sucarita Misra criticises Prabhakara's view as. follows:.
Prabhakara says that illu'sion is not one psychosis'. b^Jt- a
composite psychosis consisting of a perception and -a
memory, which in their individual-capacity are true. Bat'^
then, all illusion cases are to be invalid. Prabhakara's vi-ew'
that error consists in the non-apprehension of difference.
(b-adagraha) is not supported by Sahara whom he professes
to follow. Sahara has declared in the most ambiguous
terms that error consists in a positively false cognition and
is due to some defects in the source 1:L He has never men-
tioned non-apprehension as a cause of error. Moreover,
what is this non-apprehension ? Prabhakara cannot say
that it is the negation of apprehension, because he does not
accept the reality of negation. Memory which does not
appear as memory cannot be equivalent to non-apprehension